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Detailed Action 

Claims 1,2, 4-16,18-24, 26-35, 37-49, 51-58 are pending in this application. Claims 
3,17,25,36,50 have been cancelled. This is a response to the 
RCE/Amendments/Remarks filed on 7/9/09. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,2,4,31,32,37,45,46,51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Publication 2004/0068579 issued to Marmigere et al.(Marmigere) 
in view of US Patent 2002/0124100 issued to Adams. 

As per claims 1 ,31 ,45, Marmigere teaches a method for increasing the 
throughput of network communications performed by a network access provider server, 
the method comprising: the network access provider server establishing a connection 
with a client computer(para.0037, Fig.4) the network access provider server receiving a 
request for a requested object from a requester(para.0037, Fig.4), wherein the 
requester is a web browser on the client computer the network access provider server 
forwarding the request to a server the network access provider server receiving a 
response from the server(Abstract, para. 0037), the network access provider server 
reviewing the response to determine whether the response includes a native expiration 
when the response does not include the native expiration(Fig.9, para. 0047, 0049), the 
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network access provider server forwarding the amended response to the requester, 
wherein the amended response includes the requested object storing the amended 
response the network access provider server providing the amended response to other 
requesters at other client computers that request the requested object, the providing 
achieved without additional communication with the server(Fig.9, para. 0047,0049). 

Marmigere does not explicitly teach the network access provider server 
computing a computed expiration for the response the network access provider server 
inserting the computed expiration into the response creating an amended response. 

Adams explicitly teaches calculating an expiration and modifying headers to 
include the expiration, (para. 0235). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the teachings of Marmigere to include calculating expiration for a 
response as taught by Adams in order to enhance the speed of delivery of web content 
to users(Adams, Abstract). 

One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Marmigere and Adams in order to enhance the speed of delivery of web content to 
users(Adams, Abstract). 

As per claims 2, 32, 46 wherein the server comprises an origin 
server(Marmigere, Fig. 9, para.0047, 0049, Adams, para. 0233-00235). Motivation to 
combine set forth above. 
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As per claims 4,37,51 wherein, when the response includes the native expiration, 
the network access provider forwarding the response to the requester(Marmigere, Fig. 9, 
para.0047, 0049, Adams, para. 0233-00235). Motivation to combine set forth above. 

Claims 5,7-9,33-35,38,47-49,52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Publication 2004/0068579 issued to Marmigere et al.(Marmigere) 
in view of US Patent 2002/0124100 issued to Adams in further view of US Patent 
5,768,515 issued to Choquier et aL(Choquier), 

Marmigere in view of Adams teaches wherein the computed expiration is based 
on a response resource identifier(Adams, para. 0235), however does not teach as per 
claims 5,38,52, a content type . 

Choquier teaches a content type(col.8, lines 43-45). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the teachings of Marmigere in view of Adams to include content 
type as taught by Choquier in order to determine what objects are being requested. 

One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Marmigere, Adams, and Choquier in order to determine what objects are being 
requested. 

As per claims 7,33,47, further comprising: evaluating whether a content type of 
the response is appropriate; performing the reviewing only when the content type of the 
response is appropriate(Adams, para. 0235, Choquier, col. 8, lines 43-45). Motivation to 
combine set forth in claim 5,38,52. 
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As per claims 8,34,48, wherein the evaluating whether a content type of the 
response is appropriate comprises checking to determine whether the content type is in 
an appropriate type list(Adams, para. 0235, Choquier, col. 8, lines 43-45). Motivation to 
combine set forth in claim 5,38,52. 

As per claims 9,35,49, wherein the appropriate type list comprises at least one of 
graphic, JavaScript, Cascading Style Sheet, portable document format (PDF), 
executable program, audio, video, and multimedia(Adams, para.0235, Choquier, col. 8, 
lines 43-45). Motivation to combine set forth in claim 5,38,52. 

Claims 6,10-12,39-42,53-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Publication 2004/0068579 issued to Marmigere et al.(Marmigere) 
in view of US Patent 2002/0124100 issued to Adams in further view of US Patent 
7,159,014 issued to Kausik et al.(Kausik). 

Marmigere in view of Adams does not explicitly teach as per claims 6,39,53, 
wherein the computed expiration is based on a time-to-live. 

Kausik teaches wherein the computed expiration is based on a time-to- 
live(Kausik, Figs. 2-6, col.5, lines 30-37). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the teachings of Marmigere in view of Adams to include time to 
live as taught by Kausik in order to determine whether to update objects from a web 
content server. 
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One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Kausik, Adams, and Marmigere in order to determine whether to update objects from 
a web content server. 

As per claims 10,40,54, wherein the receiving a request comprises storing 
request information as request history data(Kausik, col. 2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35). 

As per claims 1 1 ,41 ,55, wherein the request information includes a request 
resource identifier, a request content type, and a modification query when the 
modification query is present(Kausik, Figs. 2-6, col. 2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35). 

As per claims 12,42,56, Marmigere teaches when the response does not include 
the modification history, retrieving a modification query value from the request history 
data based on a response type and a response location(Figs.2-9; modification query 
value is interpreted to be action code) when the modification query value is retrieved, 
computing the time-to-live for the response based on an age factor, a current time and 
the modification query value, computing the computed expiration based on the current 
time and the time-to-live when the retrieving the modification query value is not 
successful, forwarding the response to the requester(para. 0049); Kausik teaches 
wherein the computing the computed expiration comprises: evaluating whether the 
response includes a modification history(Figs.2-6, col. 2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35) 
when the response includes the modification history, computing a time-to-live for the 
response based on an age factor, a current time and a value of the modification 
history(Figs.2-6, col. 2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35) computing the computed expiration 
based on the current time and the time-to-live(Figs.2-6, col. 2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35) 
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One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Kausik, Adams and Marmigere in order to determine whether to update objects from 
a web content server(Marmigere, para. 0001 ). 

Claims 13,1 4,43,44,57,58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Publication 2004/0068579 issued to Marmigere et al. (Marmigere) 
in view of US Patent 2002/0124100 issued to Adams in further view of US Patent 
7,159,014 issued to Kausik et a!. (Kausik) in further view of Office Notice. 

Marmigere in view of Adams in further view of Kausik, teaches setting a time limit 
for objects and , forwarding the response to the requested Marmigere Figs. 2-9, Kausik, 
col.4, lines 41-62, col. 6, lines 1 8-20), however does not explicitly teach as per claims 
13,43,57, when the time-to-live is greater than a defined maximum, setting the time-to- 
live to be the defined maximum; when the time-to-live is less than a defined minimum 

Office Notice is taken; setting TTL to a maximum and minimum is well known to 
one ordinary skill in the art. 

It is obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have a 
defined maximum and defined minimum of time since Marmigere in view of Adams in 
view of Kausik in order to have defined expiration dates for objects. 

One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Marmigere, Adams, Kausik and setting TTL to a maximum and minimum, order to 
have defined expiration dates for objects. 
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As per claims 14,44,58, wherein the request is a hyper-text transfer protocol 
(HTTP) get, the modification query value is an HTTP if-modified-since value, and the 
modification history value is an HTTP last-modified value(Kausik, Figs. 2-6). 

Claims 15, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Publication 2004/0068579 issued to Marmigere et al.(Marmigere) in view US Patent 
2002/0124100 issued to Adams in further view of US Patent 7,251,254 issued to Bond 
et al.(Bond). 

As per claim 15, Marmigere teaches a method for increasing the throughput of 
network communications comprising: receiving a request for a requested object from a 
requester, wherein the requester is a web browser(Abstract; para.0037) forwarding the 
request to a server(Abstract; para.0037) receiving a response from the server 
evaluating whether the response has a status code that is actionable when the status 
code is actionable(Fig.9, para. 0047, 0049), reviewing the response to determine 
whether the response includes a native expiration(Fig.9, para. 0047, 0049), inserting the 
calculated expiration into the response creating an amended response forwarding the 
amended response to the requester(Fig.9, para.0047, 0049), wherein the amended 
response includes the requested object storing the amended response providing the 
amended response to other requesters that request the requested object, the providing 
achieved without additional communication with the server when the response includes 
the native expiration(Fig.9, para.0047, 0049); forwarding the response to the 
requester(Fig.9). 
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Marmigere does not explicitly teach when the response does not include the 
native expiration calculating a calculated expiration for the response; forwarding the 
response to the requester when the status code is not actionable. 

Adams explicitly teaches calculating an expiration and modifying headers to 
include the expiration, (para. 0235). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the teachings of Marmigere to include calculating expiration for a 
response as taught by Adams in order to enhance the speed of delivery of web content 
to users(Adams, Abstract). 

One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Marmigere and Adams in order to enhance the speed of delivery of web content to 
users(Adams, Abstract). 

Marmigere in view of Adams does not explicitly teach forwarding the response to 
the requester when the status code is not actionable. 

Bond teaches forwarding the response to the requester when the status code is 
not actionable(col.5, lines 15-64). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the teachings of Marmigere in view of Adams to include 
forwarding the response to the requester when the status code is not actionable as 
taught by Bond in order to inform a user that certain request can not be carried out, e.g. 
Forbidden webpages. 
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One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Marmigere, Adams, and Bond in order to inform a user that certain request can not 
be carried out, e.g. Forbidden webpages. 

As per claim 16, wherein evaluating whether the response has a status code that 
is actionable comprises checking to determine whether the response has a hyper-text 
transfer protocol (HTTP) status code of "OK" or "Not Modified"(Marmigere, para. 0049). 
Motivation to combine set forth in claim 15. 

Claims 18-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Publication 2004/0068579 issued to Marmigere et al. (Marmigere) n view US Patent 
2002/0124100 issued to Adams in further view of US Patent 5,768,515 issued to 
Choquier et al.(Choquier). 

As per claim 18, Marmigere teaches a method for increasing the throughput of 
network communications comprising: receiving a request for a requested object from a 
requester, wherein the requester is a web browser(Abstract; para. 0037) forwarding the 
request to a server receiving a response from a the server reviewing the response to 
determine whether the response includes a native expiration computing a calculated 
expiration for the response inserting the calculated expiration into the response creating 
an amended response forwarding the amended response to the requester requester, 
wherein the amended response includes the requested object storing the amended 
response providing the amended response to other requesters that request the 
requested object, the providing achieved without additional communication with the 
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server(Fig.9, para. 0047, 0049) when the response includes the native expiration, 
forwarding the response to the requester(Fig.9, para. 0047, 0049), 

Marmigere does not explicitly teach when the response does not include the 
native expiration; evaluating whether a content type of the response is appropriate; 
when the content type of the response is appropriate; when the content type of the 
response is not appropriate, forwarding the response to the requester. 

Adams explicitly teaches calculating an expiration and modifying headers to 
include the expiration, (para. 0235). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the teachings of Marmigere to include calculating expiration for a 
response as taught by Adams in order to enhance the speed of delivery of web content 
to users(Adams, Abstract). 

One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Marmigere and Adams in order to enhance the speed of delivery of web content to 
users(Adams, Abstract). 

Marmigere in view of Adams however does not explicitly teach evaluating 
whether a content type of the response is appropriate; when the content type of the 
response is appropriate; when the content type of the response is not appropriate. 

Choquier teaches evaluating whether a content type of the response is 
appropriate; when the content type of the response is appropriate; when the content 
type of the response is not appropriate (col.8, lines 43-45). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the teachings of Marmigere in view of Adams to include 
evaluating whether a content type of the response is appropriate; when the content type 
of the response is appropriate; when the content type of the response is not appropriate 
as taught by Choquier in order to determine what objects are being requested. 

One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Marmigere, Adams, and Choquier in order to determine what objects are being 
requested. 

As per claim 19, wherein the evaluating whether a content type of the response 
is appropriate comprises checking to determine whether the content type is a graphic 
image(Adams, para. 0235, Fig.1 , Choquier, col.8, lines 43-45). Motivation to combine set 
forth in claim 18. 

As per claim 20, wherein the evaluating whether a content type of the response 
is appropriate comprises checking to determine whether the content type is one of a 
Graphics Interchange Format (GIF) file or Joint Photographic Experts Group (JPEG) 
file(Adams, para. 0235, Fig.1, Choquier, col.8, lines 43-45). Motivation to combine set 
forth in claim 18. 

As per claims 21 , wherein the evaluating whether a content type of the response 
is appropriate comprises checking to determine whether the content type is in an 
appropriate type list(Adams, para. 0235, Fig.1, Choquier, col.8, lines 43-45). Motivation 
to combine set forth in claim 18. 
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As per claims 22, wherein the appropriate type list comprises at least one of 
graphic, JavaScript, Cascading Style Sheet, portable document format (PDF), 
executable program, audio, video, and multimedia(Adams, para. 0235, Fig.1, Choquier, 
col. 8, lines 43-45). Motivation to combine set forth in claim 18. 

As per claims 23, wherein the computed expiration is based on at least one of a 
response content type and a response resource identifier(Kausik, col. 3, lines 58-col.4, 
lines 15). 

Claims 24,26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Publication 2004/0068579 issued to Marmigere et al.(Marmigere) n view US Patent 
2002/0124100 issued to Adams in further view of US Patent 5,768,515 issued to 
Choquier et al. (Choquier) in further view of US Patent 7,159,014 issued to Kausik et 
al.(Kausik). 

Marmigere in view of Adams in further view of Choquier does not explicitly teach 
as per claims 24, wherein the computed expiration is based on a time-to-live. 

Kausik teaches wherein the computed expiration is based on a time-to- 
live(Kausik, Figs. 2-6, col.5, lines 30-37). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the teachings of Marmigere in view of Adams in further view of 
Choquier to include time to live as taught by Kausik in order to determine whether to 
update objects from a web content server. 
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One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Kausik, Adams, Choquier and Marmigere in order to determine whether to update 
objects from a web content server. 

As per claims 26, wherein the receiving a request comprises storing request 
information as request history data(Kausik, col.2, lines 1-2, col. 6, lines 1-35). 

As per claims 27, wherein the request information includes a request resource 
identifier, a request content type, and a modification query when the modification query 
is present(Kausik, Figs. 2-6, col.2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35). 

As per claims 28, Marmigere teaches when the response does not include the 
modification history, retrieving a modification query value from the request history data 
based on a response type and a response location(Figs.2-9; modification query value is 
interpreted to be action code) when the modification query value is retrieved, computing 
the time-to-live for the response based on an age factor, a current time and the 
modification query value, computing the computed expiration based on the current time 
and the time-to-live when the retrieving the modification query value is not successful, 
forwarding the response to the requester(para. 0049); Kausik teaches wherein the 
computing the computed expiration comprises: evaluating whether the response 
includes a modification history(Figs.2-6, col.2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35) when the 
response includes the modification history, computing a time-to-live for the response 
based on an age factor, a current time and a value of the modification history(Figs.2-6, 
col.2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35) computing the computed expiration based on the 
current time and the time-to-live(Figs.2-6, col.2, lines 1-2, col.6, lines 1-35) 
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One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Kausik, Adams, Choquier, and Marmigere in order to determine whether to update 
objects from a web content server(Marmigere, para. 0001). 

Claims 29,30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Publication 2004/0088579 issued to Marmigere et al.(Marmigere) n view US Patent 
2002/0124100 issued to Adams in further view of US Patent 5,768,515 issued to 
Choquier et al. (Choquier) in further view of US Patent 7,159,014 issued to Kausik et 
al.(Kausik) in further view of Office Notice. 

Marmigere in view of Adams in further view of Choquier in view of Kausik 
teaches setting a time limit for objects and , forwarding the response to the requester^ 
Marmigere Figs. 2-9, Kausik, col .4, lines 41-62, col.6, lines 18-20), however does not 
explicitly teach as per claims 29, when the time-to-live is greater than a defined 
maximum, setting the time-to-live to be the defined maximum; when the time-to-live is 
less than a defined minimum 

Office Notice is taken; setting TTL to a maximum and minimum is well known to 
one ordinary skill in the art. 

It is obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have a 
defined maximum and defined minimum of time since Marmigere in view of Adams in 
further view of Choquier in view of Kausik in order to have defined expiration dates for 
objects. 
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One ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Kausik, Marmigere, Choquier, Adams, and setting TTL to a maximum and minimum, 
order to have defined expiration dates for objects. 

As per claims 30, wherein the request is a hyper-text transfer protocol (HTTP) 
get, the modification query value is an HTTP if-modified-since value, and the 
modification history value is an HTTP last-modified value(Kausik, Figs. 2-6). 

Response to Arguments 

It is recommended by the examiner that the applicant amend the claims from "the 
network access provider server" to a proxy server. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,2, 4-16,18-24, 26-35, 37-49, 51- 
58 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in its entirety as potentially teaching of all or 
part of the claimed invention. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See PTO-892. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Backhean Tiv whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5654. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:30-3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

B. T. 

Backhean Tiv 
Examiner, Art Unit 2451 
9/24/09 

/KAMAL B DIVECHA/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2451 



